School Improvement Action Plan – Goal Two: Analysis Across the Curriculum
SY 2011 - 2012
PART I:  OVERVIEW

	Andersen Middle School 
	Date:
	April 24, 2012

	Goal Statement: 

	SMART goal: By June 2017, all students will increase performance on targeted analysis skills, using instructional interventions implemented in all curricular areas, as measured by the TerraNova 3 Math Subtest and other system-wide and school-based assessments.  The targeted skill is solving real life problems by identifying the problem, selecting the appropriate strategy(ies), correctly solving the problem, and explaining the thinking process orally or in writing.

	Targeted Subgroup: 

	Triangulation of Data:
TerraNova Multiple Assessments Math Subtest, 3rd Edition 
Local Analysis Assessment Grade 6

Local Analysis Assessment Grade 7

Local Analysis Assessment Grade 8










	System-wide Assessment(s)

Name:  TerraNova Multiple Assessment Math Subtest (Grades 6, 7, and 8)
Indicator of success: There is a meaningful increase in the percentage of students scoring in the Top Two National Quarter levels and a meaningful decrease in the percentage of students scoring in the bottom National Quarter as measured by the TerraNova, 3rd Edition, Math subtest. 
Name:  TerraNova Multiple Assessment Math Subtest (Grades 6, 7, and 8)
Indicator of success for the Target Subgroup 

	Local Assessment(s)

Name: Local Analysis Assessment Grade 6 
Indicator of success: There is a meaningful increase in the percentage of the students scoring at or above the proficient level as measured by Local Analysis Assessment Grade 6. The proficient level for this assessment is scores in the range of 
Name: Local Analysis Assessment Grade 6
Indicator of success for the Target Subgroup 
Name: Local Analysis Assessment Grade 7 

Indicator of success: There is a meaningful increase in the percentage of the students scoring at or above the proficient level as measured by Local Analysis Assessment Grade 6. The proficient level for this assessment is scores in the range of 

Name: Local Analysis Assessment Grade 7
Indicator of success for the Target Subgroup 
Name: Local Analysis Assessment Grade 8 

Indicator of success: There is a meaningful increase in the percentage of the students scoring at or above the proficient level as measured by Local Analysis Assessment Grade 6. The proficient level for this assessment is scores in the range of 

Name: Local Analysis Assessment Grade 8
Indicator of success for the Target Subgroup 


	Interventions and their descriptions applicable to ALL Students  

	Intervention:
Cornell Notes with Analysis Component

	Brief Description:  Cornell Notes with Analysis Component is a process of ……………………..


	Interventions and their descriptions applicable to only  the Targeted Subgroup 

	Intervention: 
Communication Rich Environment

	Brief Description: The intervention makes the classroom a 


	Interventions Implementation Timeline

	Interventions

Cornell Notes With Analysis Component
Communication-Rich-Environment

	Resources

· The ten strategies of The Problem Solver
· Four Steps to The Problem Solver 

· The Problem Solver Grade Level Manuals

· The Problem Solver Rubric

-NorthWest Regional Educational Laboratory Communication-Rich-Environment

-Advancement Via Independent Determination (AVID) Writing, Inquiry, Collaboration, and Reading (WICR) Strategies

	POC

CSI Goal II Chair; AVID Teachers; CSI Committee Members
CSI Math Chair; Algebra Teacher


Part II
Staff Development Outcome



Teacher Indicators




Student Outcome

(What do teachers need to know and


 (What teacher accountability evidence will we accept                  (What do we want students

be able to do?)





  to verify staff development was effective.)


to know, learn, demonstrate?)


	Effective Staff

Development Steps
	Implementation 

Activities
	Person/Group

Responsible

(SI; CIF; Tech; etc.)
	Documented Evidence

of Each Step
	Resources

Needed
	Timeline

Date/Time

	Knowledge

What you want people to walk away with
	Articulate the areas of concern as identified by Terra Nova data. 
Develop Goal II

Research Interventions for Goal II 

Choose Interventions & Monitoring Plan for Goal II
	CSI Goal II Chair  

Faculty
Members
	All teachers will attend 
in-service training to analyze
Terra Nova results.

Teachers will identify areas of
Concern.
Teachers will develop Goal II.

Teachers will attend in-service

 training to engage in 

research of interventions for

Goal II.

Teachers will attend in-service

training to choose inter-

ventions and develop a 

Monitoring plan for Goal II.
	Five hours of in-service
Terra Nova Data for 2011
Educational Journals 

Educational On-line 

Databases 

Education Literature on 

Effective Practices
	Fall 2011

	Model/Demonstrate

How this knowledge will be shown to the staff
	To be determined
	CSI Goal II Chair

Faculty Members

	
	
	On-going throughout

the school year

2010-2011

	Low Risk Practice

with Feedback

What will be in place for the teachers to try and how will they receive feedback

	To be determined
	CSI Goal II Chair

Faculty Members

	
	
	On-going throughout

the school year 

2010-2011

	On-the-Job Practice

with Feedback

What programs will be in place:  Teachers teaching teachers, Mentoring, Paired Learning, etc.

	To be determined
	CSI Goal II Chair

Faculty Members

	
	
	On-going throughout

the school year 

2010-2011

	Follow-up for

Current Staff

Collaborative meetings
	To be determined
	CSI Goal II Chair

Faculty Members

	
	
	On-going throughout

the school year 

2010-2011

	Long-Term

Maintenance Plan

for New Staff

What is in place for long-term maintenance


	To be determined
	CSI Goal II Chair

Faculty Members

	 
	 
	On-going throughout

the school year 

2010-2011


PART THREE:  MONITORING PLAN
Goal 2: To Be Determined.
	Date 
	Intervention
	Monitoring Plan
	Point of Contact

	First Quarter

August 2011- October 2011

	Analyze Data

	· Faculty Sharing: During Staff Development & Faculty meetings teachers will analyze Terra Nova Data to determine areas of concern.
	All Teachers



	Second Quarter

November 2011- January 2012


	Develop Goal

	· Faculty Sharing: During Staff Development & Faculty meetings teachers will choose which of the areas of concern can be impacted the most by cross-curricular intervention and write a goal for that area.
	All Teachers

	Second Quarter

November 2011- January 2012


	Research & Choose Interventions

	· Faculty Sharing: During Staff Development & Faculty meetings teachers will research interventions and their effectiveness for the area of concern.
	CSI Goal II Chair

All Teachers



	Second Quarter

November 2011- January 2012


	Research & Choose Assessments

	· Faculty Sharing: During Staff Development & Faculty meetings teachers will research assessments that can accurately test progress in the area of concern.
	CSI Goal II Chair

All Teachers



	Third Quarter

February 2012- April 2012

	Develop Training and Implementation Plan 
	Faculty Sharing: During Staff Development & Faculty meetings teachers will develop a implementation plan for Goal II.
	CSI Goal II Chair

All Teachers



	Third Quarter

February 2012- April 2012

	Develop Monitoring Plan 
	Faculty Sharing: During Staff Development & Faculty meetings teachers will develop a monitoring plan for Goal II.
	CSI Goal II Chair

All Teachers



	Third Quarter
Third Quarter

February 2012- April 2012
	Teacher Training

Implementation of New Goal
	· Team Sharing: During team meetings, teachers will look at student work using the new interventions. They will determine ways to differentiate instruction for better comprehension and application as well as determine areas of weakness.
	CSI Committee

6th Grade Team

7th Grade Team

8th Grade Team

Electives Team

	Fourth Quarter

April 2012- June 2012
	Implementation of Goal
	· Team Sharing: During team meetings, teachers will look at student work using the new interventions. They will determine ways to differentiate instruction for better comprehension and application as well as determine areas of weakness.
	CSI Committee

6th Grade Team

7th Grade Team

8th Grade Team

Electives Team

	Fourth Quarter

April 2012- June 2012
	Assessment of Goal
	· Teachers will administer the Assessment to all students in all grade levels.
	CSI Goal II Chair

All Teachers



	Fourth Quarter

April 2012- June 2012
	Assessment Scoring
	· Teachers will score the Assessment.  Data will be collected. 
	CSI Goal II Chair

All Teachers


PART IV:  STATUS REPORT

Goal Statement: All students will improve their analysis skills across the curriculum.
DATA ANALYSIS PROCEDURES

Baseline data and data collected at the end of each year of the school improvement cycle were disaggregated by grade level (and targeted subgroup) and were analyzed. Using NCA Data Analysis software, data were converted to standard scores (z-scores) and analyzed. 

1. A standard score difference of .3 or greater is a substantial improvement and a difference of -.3 or greater is a substantial decline in student performance.  

2. A standard score difference of .2 to .3 is quite good and a negative difference of -.2 to -.3 is a quite bad. 

3. A standard score difference of .1 to .2 is enough to mention and a difference of -.1 to -.2 is enough to mention.

4. A standard score difference of -.1 to .1 is not enough to mention.

DATA DISPLAY:  TerraNova Math Subtest
Students Scoring in the Top Two Quarters

[image: image1.emf]
Students Scoring in the Bottom Quarter

[image: image2.emf]
Indicator of Success:  There is a meaningful decrease in the percentage of students scoring in the Top Two National Quarters level and a meaningful increase in the percentage of students scoring in the bottom National Quarter as measured by the TerraNova, 3rd Edition, Math subtest.
Findings (z-Score Analysis): 
Performance in the top two quarters: 

1. The difference in performance of the 6th graders for 2011 is substantially worse than the performance of the 6th graders for 2009.  (z = - 0.36)
2. The increase in performance between the 7th graders for 2011 and the 7th graders for 2009 is enough to mention. (z = 0.14)
3. The performance of the 8th graders for 2011 and the 8th graders for 2009 is not enough to mention. (z-score: -0.03)
Performance in the bottom quarter: 

4. The difference in performance between the 6th graders for 2011 is substantially worse than the performance of the 6th graders for 2009. (z = -0.37)
5. The performance of the 7th graders for 2011 is slightly better than the performance of 7th graders for 2009.  (z = 0.18)
6. The difference in performance of the 8th graders for 2011 is substantially worse than the performance of the 8th graders for 2009.  (z =  - 0.74)
DATA DISPLAY:  TerraNova Math Subtest-Target Subgroup

(Algebra Students)
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Students Scoring in the Bottom Quarter
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Indicator of Success:  There is a meaningful increase in the percentage of students scoring in the Top Two National Quarters level and a meaningful decrease in the percentage of students scoring in the bottom National Quarter as measured by the TerraNova, 3rd Edition, Math subtest.
Findings (z- Score Analysis): 
Performance in the top two quarters: 

The performance of the 2011 group is substantially better than the performance of the 2009 comparison group or standard. (z = 0.31)
Performance in the bottom quarter: 

The difference in performance between the 2011 group is substantially worse than the 2009 comparison group or standard. (z = -1.44)

DATA DISPLAY: THE PROBLEM SOLVER
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Indicator of success: There is a meaningful increase in the percentage of the students scoring at or above the standard as measured by the Problem Solver Assessment. The standard for this assessment is a score of 10 on the Rubric for 6th Grade; a score of 14 on the Rubric for 7th Grade; and a score of 11.5 on the Rubric for 8th Grade.
Findings ( Z score Analysis):

1. The performance of the 6th grade group is substantially better than the performance of the comparison group or standard. (z = .51) 
2. The performance between the 7th grade group is substantially worse than the performance of the comparison group or standard.(z = -.36)
3. The performance of the 8th grade group is substantially better than the performance of the comparison group or standard. (z = .78) 
DATA DISPLAY: THE PROBLEM SOLVER-Target Subgroup

(Algebra Students) 
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Indicator of success: There is a meaningful increase in the percentage of the students scoring at or above the standard as measured by the Problem Solver Assessment. The standard for this assessment is a score of 10 on the Rubric for 6th Grade; a score of 14 on the Rubric for 7th Grade; and a score of 11.5 on the Rubric for 8th Grade. 

Findings ( z- Score Analysis): 
1. The performance of the Target Subgroup is substantially better than the performance of the comparison group or standard. (z = 0.55)

DATA DISPLAY: FRANKLIN INSTITUTE OPEN-ENDED MATH ASSESSMENT
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Indicator of Success:   There is a meaningful increase in the percentage of the students scoring at or above the standard as measured by the Franklin Institute Open-ended Math Assessment. The standard for this is a score of 4 on the Rubric for 7th Grade and a score of 3 on the Rubric for 8th Grade
Findings:  (z-Score Analysis)

1. The performance of the 6th grade group is slightly worse than the performance of the comparison group or standard. (z = -.13)
2. The difference in performance of the 7th grade group and the comparison group or standard is not enough to mention. (z = 0.03)
3. The performance of the 8th grade group is much worse than the performance of the comparison group or standard. (z = -.28)
DATA DISPLAY: FRANKLIN INSTITUTE OPEN-ENDED MATH ASSESSMENT- Target Subgroup 

(Algebra Students)
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Indicator of Success:   There is no meaningful increase in the percentage of the students scoring at or above the standard as measured by the Franklin Institute Open-ended Math Assessment. The standard for this is a score of 4 on the Rubric for 7th Grade and a score of 3 on the Rubric for 8th Grade
Findings:  (z-Score Analysis)

1. The difference in performance between the Target Subgroup and the comparison group or standard is not enough to mention. (z = -0.03)
ANALYSIS

Summary of student performance (z-Score differences) for Assessment One:
 In comparing the 2009 and the 2011 TerraNova, 3rd Edition Mathematics subtest there was a substantial decrease in the number of students performing in the Top Two National Quarters among the 6th grade. There was enough of an increase in 7th grade to mention, but no significant change in the 8th grades. In student performance in the bottom quarter, there was an improvement in the seventh grade and a meaningful decrease in the 6th grade and 8th grade. 
Summary of Algebra sub-group student performance (z-Score differences) for Assessment One:

In comparing the 2009 and the 2011 TerraNova, 3rd Edition Mathematics subtest there was a substantial increase in the number of students in the Algebra sub-group performing in the Top Two National Quarters. In student performance in the bottom quarter, there was substantial decrease. 
Summary of student performance (z-Score differences) for Assessment Two:
Student performance as measured by the Problem Solver Math Assessment was substantially better in the 6th and 8th grades when compared to the baseline. Performance of the 7th grade was worse when compared to the baseline. 
Summary of sub-group student performance (z-Score differences) for Assessment Two:

In comparing the 2009 and the 2011 Problem Solver Math Assessment there was a substantial increase in the sub-group performance. 
Summary of student performance (z-Score differences) for Assessment Three: 
Student performance as measured by the Franklin Institute Open-Ended Math Assessment shows a substantial decline in the performance of the 6th grade and 8th grade. The difference in performance of the 7th grade was not substantial enough to mention. 
Summary of sub-group student performance (z-Score differences) for Assessment Three:

In comparing the 2009 and the 2011 Franklin Institute Open-Ended Math Assessment there was no significant difference in the sub-group performance. 
Impact of each intervention on student performance:

Student performance has decreased as measured by 2 of 3 assessments.

Student performance for the 2011 school year indicates that interventions did not have a positive impact on the performance of students at all levels on the TerraNova 3rd Edition. 
On September 29, 2010 teachers agreed to give a pre-assessment to the current  Problem Solver Local Assessment based on the APR team’s recommendation that a pre-assessment would help identify problematic areas for our students. The Problem Solver Assessment indicate that the interventions had a significant positive impact on 6th and 8th graders when answering open ended word problems that did require them to show the four steps of the Problem Solver. The interventions did not have a positive impact on the 7th graders when answering open ended word problems that did require them to show the four steps of the Problem Solver. When looking at the Pre and Post Assessment data the interventions did not significantly impact the 6th grade scores. There were significant gains in all categories for 7th and 8th grade, showing that the interventions did have a positive impact on this group of students this year.
Student performance on the Franklin Institute Open-Ended Math Assessment indicated that the interventions did not have a significant impact on the 7th graders on open ended questions not requiring students to show the four steps of the Problem Solver.  The interventions did not have a positive impact on the 6th grader or 8th graders on open ended questions requiring students to show the four steps of the Problem Solver. 
The current interventions have not had consistent positive impacts on student performance.   
Action Needed:  
A new goal will be chosen after reviewing all school data.

Which intervention(s) will continue?  None
Why? All interventions will be determined after a new goal is written. 
Which intervention(s) will be modified? None
 Why? None of the interventions will be modified at this time
Which intervention(s) will be discontinued? All
 Why? All of the interventions will be discontinued at this time. 
PART V:  DOCUMENTATION REPORT

Selection of Goals:  A new Goal will be determined in school year 2011-2012.
Selection of Interventions: New Interventions will be determined in school year 2011-2012.  

ADDENDUM 1:  DoDEA CURRICULAR STANDARDS RELATED TO THE GOAL

Identify the DoDEA standards from all curricular areas that are related to the goal.  You should be able to include standards at each grade level in all four content areas as well as standards from other content areas (i.e. art, music, PE, health, technology.)

*Standards will be chosen after a new goal is developed.
ADDENDUM 2:  Research Related to the Interventions Selected

Identify the research base for each of the interventions you selected for the goal area.  Provide a summary of the study done and its outcome on students.  

*Interventions will be chosen after a new goal is developed.

Supporting Research:  

*Research will be completed after a new goal is developed.

Teachers will develop a new goal, research & implement interventions, and administer assessments to establish base-line data. 





Teachers will utilize the new interventions in their curriculum. Teachers will model the interventions with their students in various situations. 





Students will demonstrate proficiency with the interventions across the curriculum.





Andersen Middle School


Results-Based Staff Development Plan


Intervention:  The Problem Solver
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